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Abstract 
Once unnoticed and unreported, sexual harassment claims have risen within the 
last two decades. Although guidelines published by the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission provide a definition of sexual harassment, researchers continue to examine 
variables affecting individual perceptions of sexual harassment. In addition to gender 
differences in perception, the present researcher examined the impact of perpetrator and 
victim intoxication on perceptions of sexual harassment. Results indicated that female 
participants were no more likely than male participants to label behaviors as sexual 
harassment when provided information on intoxication. However, when no information 
regarding the intoxication status of the perpetrator or victim was provided, females were 
more likely than males to perceive sexual harassment. There were no differences in 
perceptions of sexual harassment based on the perpetrator's intoxication status. Finally, 
participants were less likely to perceive sexual harassment when the victim was 
intoxicated than when the victim was sober. 
iv 
Introduction and Review of the Literature 
Sexual harassment is a topic that has received much attention in both the legal and 
social science literature. This attention is driven by the fact that sexual harassment has 
consequences for both employers and employees. Research examining the prevalence of 
sexual harassment in the work place reported that between 25% and 90% of female 
workers have experienced some form of sexual harassment (Wolkinson & Block, 1996). 
Based on these findings, the importance of continued study of sexual harassment is 
evident. 
The following literature review will discuss the issue of gaining consensus 
regarding a definition of sexual harassment. The definition of two types of sexual 
harassment provided by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission will be 
presented. Next, this literature review will discuss the prevalence, consequences, and 
typical victims and perpetrators of sexual harassment. In addition, gender differences in 
perception of sexual harassment based on the status of the perpetrator, the severity of the 
incident, and the influence of victim and perpetrator intoxication are discussed. Finally, 
two aspects of attribution theory, the discounting principle and the just world 
phenomenon, are explored focusing on their effect on forming sexual harassment 
perceptions. This study will extend previous findings by examining the following: (a) the 
influence of gender on forming perceptions; (b) the effects of perpetrator intoxication on 
observer perception; (c) and the effects of victim intoxication on observer perception. 
Defining Sexual Harassment 
Gaining consensus on a definition of sexual harassment has been difficult. Sbagra 
and O'Donohue (2000) identified impediments to sexual harassment definition. One such 
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impediment is the debate over whether sexual harassment should be examined as a 
problem of sexual deviation or one of violence. Both factors may interact, resulting in a 
complex set of behaviors that is difficult to interpret. Another impediment is the wide 
range of behaviors that are grouped together as forms of sexual harassment. Those 
behaviors represent varied degrees of severity that decrease the level of precision 
attainable in defining sexual harassment. For example, Gruber (1992) reviewed 17 sexual 
harassment studies and discovered that similar behaviors were labeled differently. Based 
on this review, he developed a typology of sexual harassment encompassing three 
harassment types: verbal requests, verbal comments, and nonverbal displays. However, 
within harassment categories, behaviors ranged greatly in severity. For example, in the 
verbal request category, behaviors ranged from subtle advances to sexual bribery. This 
type of discrepancy has made defining sexual harassment difficult. 
Since the mid-1970's, appellate courts, Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission guidelines, and Supreme Court decisions have established that sexual 
harassment at the work place constitutes illegal discrimination under Title VII of the 
1964 Civil Rights Act (Wolkinson & Block, 1996). However, not all conduct of a sexual 
nature is prohibited under Title VII. For this reason, the EEOC developed a clear 
definition that is now the legal standard in determining whether a behavior constitutes 
sexual harassment. The EEOC guidelines identify two types of sexual harassment. The 
first is quid pro quo harassment. This type occurs when submission to or rejection of 
unwelcome sexual conduct is used as the basis for employment decisions affecting an 
individual. The second type of sexual harassment is hostile work environment sexual 
harassment. It occurs when unwelcome sexual conduct unreasonably interferes with an 
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individual's job performance or creates an intimidating, hostile, or offensive working 
environment (EEOC, 1990). 
Quid pro quo harassment exists when the employee is subjected to unwelcome 
behaviors that affect his or her term or condition of employment. For example, an 
employee may be denied a promotion or terminated after refusing the sexual advances of 
a supervisor. This type of harassment typically results in tangible losses to the victimized 
individual. For this reason, behavior of this type is more easily identified as harassment 
(Wolkinson & Block, 1996). 
In contrast, hostile work environment sexual harassment is less easily identified as 
harassment simply because the victim may or may not experience tangible or economic 
job consequences. For example, a supervisor may subject an employee to offensive 
remarks or sexual innuendos of a nonverbal nature. However, not every incidence of this 
type of behavior may be covered under Title VTI. In the Meritor Savings Bank v. Vinson 
sexual harassment suit of 1986, the Supreme Court ruled that for harassment to be 
actionable under Title VII, the behavior must be sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter 
the conditions of the victim's employment and create an abusive environment. The court 
also established that the central issue in a hostile environment case is whether or not the 
sexual conduct was unwelcome. (Paetzold & O'Leary-Kelly, 1996). 
The Supreme Court expanded on this ruling in the Harris v. Forklift Systems 
sexual harassment suit of 1993 by identifying several factors that must be considered 
when determining whether or not a behavior is severe or pervasive enough to be 
unlawful. The factors include the frequency of the behavior, the severity of the behavior, 
the level of interference imposed on the employee's work performance by the behavior, 
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and the effect of the behavior on the employee's psychological well-being (Wolkinson & 
Block, 1996). Although all factors should be considered, not all must be present to prove 
hostile environment sexual harassment. In addition, the Supreme Court ruled that Title 
VII's focus is primarily on situations a reasonable person would find hostile or abusive. 
Although the guidelines of the "reasonable person" standard are relatively ambiguous, 
appellate courts may maintain this standard (Peatzold & O'Leary-Kelly, 1996). 
Prevalence of Sexual Harassment 
The only official statistics regarding sexual harassment victimization are those 
compiled by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. This compilation consists 
of the number of complaints filed annually with the federal government (Fitzgerald & 
Shullman, 1993). The United States Merit Systems Protection Board (USMSPB, 1981) 
conducted a sexual harassment survey over a two- year period utilizing a stratified 
random sample of 23,964 federal workers. The USMSPB reported that 42% of female 
respondents reported experiences classifiable as sexual harassment. In addition, many of 
these women were subjected to repeated incidences. However, estimates of the 
prevalence of harassment can be affected by the definition of sexual harassment. 
Depending on the definition, surveys have estimated the percentage of females victimized 
at work to be as low as 25% or as high as 90% (Wolkinson & Block, 1996). In general 
sexual harassment appears to affect approximately 50% of females in the workplace in 
industrialized nations that have participated in surveys (Sbaga & O'Donohue, 2000). 
Characteristics of Victims and Perpetrators of Sexual Harassment 
Many victims do not report incidences of sexual harassment due to fear of losing 
their jobs and of retaliation by the perpetrator (Sbagra & O'Donohue, 2000). Victims' 
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reluctance to report incidences of sexual harassment may limit our ability to identify 
characteristics that may make them targets of sexual harassment. Both males and females 
can be victims of sexual harassment, although the majority of reported cases consist of a 
male harassing a female. Fine (1987) reported that 96% of reported cases involve male to 
female harassment. Therefore, being female is the predominant characteristic of victims. 
According to the United States Merit Systems Protection Board (1991), there are several 
demographic characteristics that increase an individual's chances of being victimized. An 
individual likely to report being harassed was female, young, unmarried, well educated, 
held a nontraditional position for her gender, had an immediate supervisor of the opposite 
sex, and had an immediate work group composed predominantly of the opposite sex. 
The USMSPB (1991) also identified several characteristics of individuals who 
harass. Most perpetrators of women were older than the victim. Most perpetrators of men 
were younger. In addition, most perpetrators were married, were of the same race or 
ethnic background as their victims, and were coworkers of their victims. In an attempt to 
identify males with a high tendency to engage in sexually harassing behaviors, Pryor 
created the Likelihood to Sexually Harass Scale (LSH) (Pryor, 1987). Based on self-
reported responses to the LSH, Pryor determined that those likely to engage in sexual 
harassment had several characteristics in common. They tended to have a hyper-
masculine style of behavior and to desire status and toughness. In addition, the men 
identified as more likely to harass tended to describe sexual behavior as motivated by a 
desire for dominance over women (Pryor, 1987). 
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Consequences of Sexual Harassment 
Sexual harassment can have severe consequences both for individual victims and 
organizations. In hostile environment cases, employers are not automatically liable for a 
hostile environment created by its employees. But an employer is liable when 
management-level employees knew or should have known of such an environment and 
failed to take prompt action to remedy the situation (Paetzold & O'Leary-Kelly, 1996). In 
contrast, the EEOC and courts have applied a strict policy of employer liability in quid 
pro quo cases of sexual harassment. This policy is important because Title VII of the 
1964 Civil Rights Act as revised in 1991 now permits plaintiffs to recover back pay and 
pursue compensatory and punitive damages in sexual harassment cases (Wolkinson & 
Block, 1996). Other costs to organizations may be more covert, but are detrimental 
nonetheless. The USMSPB (1991) reported sizable economic consequences for the 
federal government. A conservative estimate was $189 million over the two-year time 
period. This estimate was based on the loss of productivity resulting from a decline in 
victims' physical or emotional well-being. Women who are harassed report stronger 
turnover intentions and spend more time thinking about leaving their jobs than women 
who are not harassed (Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand, & Magley, 1997). These 
turnover intentions may be acted upon, resulting in increased organizational costs in 
addition to the hidden costs inherent in absenteeism, non-productivity, and medical 
insurance claims (O'Donohue, Downs, & Yeater, 1998). 
Sexual harassment can have serious consequences for the victims. Loy and 
Stewart (1984) reported that 75% of female participants in their study who had 
experienced sexual harassment also reported symptoms of emotional and physical 
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distress including nervousness, uncontrolled anger, sleeplessness, weight loss, and 
stomach problems. In addition, sexual harassment has been linked empirically to both 
posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) and depression. Kilpatrick (1992) reported 
respondents diagnosed with PTSD or depression were significantly more likely than 
employed women in general to report sexual harassment victimization. Other 
psychological outcomes reported in the literature include anxiety, headaches, and sexual 
dysfunction (Fitzgerald, 1993). 
Gender Influences on Sexual Harassment Perceptions 
One of the most widely recognized influences on sexual harassment perception is 
that of gender. Whether the observer of an incident is male or female has marked effects 
on how the individual will interpret the incident. Generally, research suggests women are 
more likely than men to view potentially harassing behaviors as inappropriate and more 
likely to consider behaviors to be sexually harassing (Fitzgerald & Omerod, 1991; 
Harnett, Robinson, & Singh, 1989; Popovich, Gehlaur, Jolton, Somers, & Godinho, 1992; 
Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sackett, 2001; Workman & Johnson, 1991). 
One factor that affects gender differences in perception is the ambiguity of the 
incident. Previous studies have found that men and women are more likely to agree that 
quid pro quo behaviors are harassing and less likely to agree that hostile environment 
behaviors are harassing (Bonate & Jessell, 1996; Burgess & Borgida, 1997; Frazier, 
Cochran, & Olson, 1995; Gowan & Zimmerman, 1996; Powell, 1986; Rotundo et al., 
2001; Terpestra & Baker, 1988). For example, larger gender differences exist for 
behaviors such as relaying sex- stereotyped jokes than for sexual bribery (Rotundo et al., 
2001). 
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Results of a meta-analysis conducted by Rotundo et al. (2001) suggested that 
women are more likely than men to define a broader range of behaviors as harassing. 
These differences in sexual harassment definition are likely to occur when the situation is 
ambiguous (Frazier, Cochran, & Olson, 1995). While both sexes are likely to perceive 
sexual harassment in the form of a threat or promise as harassing, agreement typically 
does not exist when the harassment is less severe, such as when a victim is subjected to 
unwelcome attention by a peer. Females are likely to determine that behaviors such as 
sexual comments or gestures are harassing. Men, however, are not likely to make the 
same conclusions (Pryor, 1985; Pryor & Day, 1988; Williams, Brown, Lees-Haley, & 
Price, 1995). 
One explanation for these discrepant perceptions is the male tendency to define 
behaviors as sexual when those behaviors were not intended as such. In other words, 
what women perceive as friendly behavior toward men is perceived as sexual by men. 
Consequently, men respond with behavior that has sexual undertones or overtones. This 
sexual behavior is then viewed by women as uninvited and unwelcome (Baugh, & Page, 
1998). Abbey (1982) found male observers rated a female actor as more promiscuous and 
seductive than did female observers. In addition, compared to female participants, males 
reported more feelings of attraction for an opposite-sex actor and rated that actor in 
sexual terms more often. 
Powell (1986) conducted research to investigate the effects of gender on sexual 
harassment perceptions. Participants were presented with a list of behaviors and were 
asked which, if any, they felt constituted sexual harassment in the workplace. These 
behaviors ranged in severity from sexual remarks intended as complimentary to sexual 
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activity as a job requirement. Consensus between male and female participants existed 
for the most severe behavior, sexual activity as a job requirement. Ninety-four percent of 
males and 99 percent of females determined that that behavior constituted sexual 
harassment. Agreement did not exist regarding less severe forms of behavior. Females 
were significantly more likely than males to perceive the following behaviors as sexual 
harassment: sexual remarks, looks and gestures meant to be complimentary, and 
nonsexual touching, grabbing, and brushing (Powell, 1986). These results supported other 
research on the effect of ambiguity on sexual harassment perception. 
Influence of Status of Perpetrator on Sexual Harassment Perception 
Another factor that influences the perception of sexually harassing behavior is the 
status of the perpetrator. Research has shown that harassment by a superior is perceived 
more negatively than harassment by a peer (Gutek, Morasch, & Cohen, 1983; Collins & 
Blodgett, 1981; Bursik, 1992). However, harassment by a peer or coworker may occur 
more frequently. For example, in a survey or faculty members, staff, and students at the 
University of Minnesota, all participants more often reported being harassed by a peer or 
coworker than by individuals of higher or lower status (Cochran & Frazier, 1992). 
Similarly, the USMSPB (1981) found that individuals reported harassment by coworkers 
more than harassment by supervisors. 
Influence of Victim and Perpetrator Intoxication on Sexual Harassment Perceptions 
The influence of intoxication on behavior is a factor that may moderate observers' 
perceptions of sexual harassment. These perceptions may differ depending on whether or 
not the intoxicated individual was the target of the harassment or the perpetrator of the 
harassment. Johnson, Benson, Teasdale, Simmons, and Reed (1997) conducted a study to 
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determine subjects' impressions of a harassment incident at an office party involving an 
intoxicated target. During the party, a man was approached by a female coworker. The 
female was either sober or intoxicated. The man then made either a verbal comment, a 
verbal request, or a nonverbal display directed toward the woman. The results showed no 
differences between the sober or intoxicated conditions in the nonverbal display 
condition. However, differences were found in the verbal comment and verbal request 
conditions, where participants in the intoxicated target condition perceived the 
perpetrator more favorably than did participants in the sober target condition. These 
results demonstrated that participants assign greater responsibility for the harassment to 
the intoxicated victim than to the perpetrator. 
Consider the effects of alcohol on observer perception when the perpetrator is 
intoxicated. One idea is that intoxicated individuals are less responsible for their actions 
than sober individuals. The rationale is that intoxication is a socially acceptable excuse 
for engaging in otherwise unacceptable behavior. The unacceptable behavior may be 
discounted and attributed to the effects of alcohol. This interpretation was the basis for 
Leigh and Aramburu's (1994) hypothesis that when participants judged an act that was 
contrary to expectations, they would attribute the cause of the behavior to the 
intoxication. They further predicted, consistent with the findings of Johnson et al. (1997), 
that intoxicated victims would be judged more harshly than sober victims. The findings 
of the study failed to support their hypotheses. Instead, the involvement with alcohol 
increased the amount of blame and responsibility attributed to both the victim and the 
perpetrator. When the victim was intoxicated, less blame and responsibility were 
attributed to the perpetrator. Also, when the perpetrator was intoxicated, more blame and 
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responsibility were attributed to that individual. It is interesting to note that in many 
conditions the victim was assigned as much or more cause, blame, and responsibility as 
was the perpetrator. The victim was blamed less only when the victim was sober and the 
perpetrator's behavior could be attributed to intoxication (Leigh & Aramburu, 1994). 
Now consider how observer perception is affected when the victim is intoxicated. 
Alcohol consumption is considered a culturally sanctioned masculine activity, thus 
women who engage in excessive consumption are considered to deviate from gender-role 
norms (Gomberg, 1982; Leigh, 1995). For this reason, there may be a tendency to view 
intoxicated women more harshly than their male counterparts. Furthermore, there may be 
a tendency for individuals to place blame on the alcohol rather than on the individual in 
incidences of sexual harassment. Richardson and Campbell (1982) sought to test this 
theory by examining participants' perceptions of responsibility for a rape that occurred 
when the victim, assailant, or both were intoxicated. When the assailant was depicted as 
being intoxicated, as opposed to sober, more blame was attributed to the alcohol than to 
the assailant. In addition, intoxicated victims were perceived to be more responsible for 
the rape than sober victims. 
Wall and Schuller (2000) attempted to determine the effects of alcohol use on 
perceptions of sexual assault. Participants' ratings of guilt varied as a function of the 
intoxication level of both parties. Specifically, as both perpetrator and victim intoxication 
increased, both were perceived to be progressively less self-regulated; that is, both parties 
were perceived to be more irresponsible. Furthermore, when one party was intoxicated 
and the other was sober, participants perceived the sober party to be more self-regulated 
(Wall & Schuller, 2000). Consider a scenario in which the victim is sober and the 
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perpetrator is intoxicated. In this case, according to Wall and Schuller's findings, the 
perpetrator may be perceived as irresponsible due to the intoxication. The irresponsible 
behavior may be discounted due to the effects of intoxication, resulting in a decreased 
amount of blame assigned to the perpetrator. Now consider a scenario in which the victim 
is intoxicated and the perpetrator is sober. In this case, the victim may be perceived as 
irresponsible due to the intoxication. The irresponsible behavior may lead to the victim 
being held more accountable for the incident. 
Attribution Theory Applied to Sexual Harassment Perceptions 
People inherently make many inferences about others' behavior, personality, and 
traits. These inferences include attributing motive to behavior that is observed without 
engaging in a deliberate, rational evaluation of the behavior. Inferences about traits and 
behaviors made in this manner can shape juror's judgments in sexual harassment lawsuits 
and can be influenced by situational and behavioral cues (Elkins & Phillips, 1999). In 
criminal trials, juries must reach a unanimous decision. In civil trials, juries must reach 
only majority decisions. It is reasonable to suggest that in civil trials jurors are more 
likely to engage in less deliberate evaluations of behavior and rely heavily on 
attributional inferences. This practice may be exacerbated in sexual harassment trials in 
which ambiguous information that is difficult to verify is presented to the jury. 
Therefore, sexual harassment cases involving more moderate forms of harassment may 
be subjected to a higher rate of attributional inference (Elkins & Phillips, 1999). 
Likewise, the presence of alcohol in an alleged sexual harassment incident may also 
heighten the occurrence of attributional inferences. 
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One element of attribution theory that may influence juror decision-making is the 
discounting principle. The basis of this principle is that when attempting to estimate 
another's dispositions, the other's behavior is ignored when it is the sort of behavior that 
is expected in that situation (Gilbert, as cited in Tesser, 1995). Possibly then, when jurors 
observe an intoxicated perpetrator, they will ignore the negative behavior and rationalize 
that the harassing behavior should be expected since the perpetrator was intoxicated. 
Kelley (1971) suggested that if an observer is aware of several potential causes 
for a given outcome, that observer will attribute the effect less to any one of those causes 
than if aware of only one cause. This notion has been applied to perceptions of 
homosexuals who contracted HIV (McBride, 1998). Perceivers may attribute the cause of 
the illness to either perceived character flaws associated with homosexuality or 
intravenous drug use. McBride attempted to test the notion that when both the stigma of 
homosexuality and knowledge regarding intravenous drug use by the homosexual are 
available for participants to use in decision making, both proposed causes of the illness 
will not be used in the same manner as when the causes are presented alone. McBride 
hypothesized that as a result of this characteristic of the discounting principle, the stigma 
of homosexuality will have less impact on perceiver judgments when the victim can be 
held accountable for contracting the illness because of a behavior (intravenous drug use). 
The results of this study supported the proposed hypotheses. When the victim could be 
judged as behaviorally responsible, the stigma of homosexuality had less impact on 
character evaluation than if the victim could not be held behaviorally responsible. In 
other words, when participants could not attribute the illness to a behavior, the victim's 
"character flaw" became the most salient source of information (McBride, 1998). 
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Another theory that can be used to understand the way in which individuals 
perceive and understand behavior is the Just World Theory. This Theory, proposed by 
Lerner (1980), suggests that humans live in a society that tolerates suffering of innocent 
victims. In order to counteract this and maintain a sense of security, individuals will take 
one of two courses of action: (a) avoid the injustices or (b) find reasons to blame the 
victims. Lerner proposed that individuals must take these courses of action in order to 
believe that the world is constructed in such a way that terrible things happen only to 
people who deserve them. In order for people to obtain things they want and avoid things 
that are undesirable, they assume that there are procedures that they can utilize to produce 
desired results. 
A Just World is one in which people get what is deserved. The basis for 
determining what is deserved is based on one's behavior and one's attributions. 
Deserving behaviors include failing to prepare or take precautions to avoid a negative 
consequence. Deserving attributions include out-group membership, low social standing, 
or the extent that one is judged to be unfriendly, unintelligent, and so on. Some members 
of society may perceive women as more deserving of negative consequences based on the 
view of their particular minority group as substandard. Furthermore, an individual who 
deviates from accepted group norms may be considered deserving of punishment (Lerner, 
1980). For example, in our society excessive alcohol consumption is more socially 
acceptable for males than females. A female who violates this norm may be seen as 
deserving of punishment. Consequently, a female who is intoxicated at the time she was 
allegedly victimized by sexual harassment may be judged less favorably. A jury may be 
more likely to rule in favor of the defendant in such a case. Fitzgerald (1993) pointed out 
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that women are commonly blamed for provoking sexual harassment. This view is 
consistent with a just world belief. 
Consider the research conducted by Richardson and Campbell (1982) 
investigating attributions of blame and responsibility for violent interactions such as rape 
or wife abuse. In these studies the victim was female and the perpetrator was male. The 
results of the study indicated that intoxicated victims were held more accountable and 
were blamed more for the violent incident compared to sober victims. One possible 
explanation for this finding is that the victim's intoxication serves to perpetuate the 
perceivers' belief in a just world (Hammock & Richardson, 1993). 
Hammock and Richardson (1993) attempted to replicate the findings of 
Richardson and Campbell (1982). Participants in their study read scenarios that contained 
physical abuse of a victim by a perpetrator. In these scenarios, the gender of the victim as 
well as the intoxication levels of the victim and the perpetrator were varied. After reading 
the scenarios, participants rated the responsibility of the victims. Interestingly, this study 
found participants perceived intoxicated victims to be more responsible than sober 
victims regardless of the gender of the victim (Hammock and Richardson, 1993).This 
study successfully replicated the findings of Richardson and Campbell (1982) and 
provides further support for the Just World Theory. 
The present researcher identified discrepancies in the way males and females 
perceive sexual harassment. These gender differences depend on the ambiguity of the 
behavior in question and on the status of the perpetrator. The current study examined how 
the discounting principle and the Just World Theory may be applied to the study of 
sexual harassment. This investigator will extend previous research by examining how 
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gender, the use of alcohol, the discounting principle, and belief in a just world influence 
perceptions of sexual harassment. 
Present Study 
Sexual harassment has consequences for the victim, the perpetrator, and the 
organization in which the incident occurred. An individual's gender, attribution 
processes, and ideas regarding alcohol may alter his or her perceptions of sexual 
harassing behaviors. The present study will examine gender differences in labeling sexual 
harassment, the impact of the discounting principle and belief in a just world on 
perceptions of victim behavior, and the perceived influence of alcohol on perceptions of 
perpetrator behavior. 
Previous research (Bobate & Jessell, 1996; Burgess & Borgida, 1997; Frazier, 
Cochran, & Olson, 1995; Gowan & Zimmerman, 1996; Johnson et al., 1997; Powell, 
1986; Terpestra & Baker, 1998) has indicated differences in the labeling of sexual 
harassment. 
Hypothesis One: There will be a gender difference in perceptions of sexual 
harassment: Female participants will be more likely than male participants to 
label behaviors as sexual harassment. 
The discounting principle of attribution theory has been applied to such contexts as HIV 
infection and rape. Because of this past research (Bolt & Caswell, 1981; McBride, 1998), 
this researcher believes that the discounting principle may be appropriately applied to 
sexual harassment as well. When observers are aware that the perpetrator is intoxicated, 
they may discount the harassment by attributing the behavior to the effect of the alcohol. 
Behaving in a harassing manner may be perceived as exactly what the situation demands 
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when the perpetrator is intoxicated. Therefore, observers may be less likely to decide that 
the incident constituted sexual harassment. 
Hypothesis Two: There will be a significant difference in perceptions of sexual 
harassment based on the perpetrator's intoxication status: Sexual harassment will 
be perceived as occurring significantly more when the perpetrator is sober than 
when the perpetrator is intoxicated. 
The Just World theory has been applied to situations involving rape and physical abuse. 
Previous research (Hammock & Richardson, 1993; Richardson & Campbell, 1982) has 
found that the victim's intoxication level may mediate observers' perceptions of blame. 
This researcher believes that these findings may possibly be generalized to the sexual 
harassment domain. Based on just world beliefs, victims who are intoxicated may be 
perceived as deserving of maltreatment. Therefore, observers may be less likely to decide 
that the incident constituted sexual harassment. 
Hypothesis Three: There will be a significant difference in perceptions of sexual 
harassment based on the victim's intoxication status: Sexual harassment will be 
perceived as occurring significantly more when the victim is sober than when the 
victim is intoxicated. 
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Method 
Participants 
Participants were 114 undergraduate students (55 males; 59 females) enrolled in 
undergraduate courses at a mid-sized southeastern university. The participants ranged in 
age from 18 to 40 (M= 21.58, SD = 4.33) years. Thus, all participants met minimum age 
requirements for jury duty. The sample consisted of 100 Caucasians, seven African 
Americans, two individuals identifying themselves as members of other ethnic groups, 
and five individuals who did not identify their race. Of the 114 participants, 103 had been 
employed in a business, industry, or an organizational setting. Although 64% of the 
participants described their present environments as not at all sexually harassing, some 
participants perceived their environments to be somewhat or extremely harassing (32.5% 
and 3.5%, respectively). Although 21.9% of the participants described themselves as 
victims of sexual harassment, only 15.0% of participants reported having experienced 
negative consequences of sexual harassment. Means, standard deviations, and frequencies 
of biographical items may be found in Appendix A. 
Stimulus-Centered Rating Study 
A stimulus-centered rating study was conducted to obtain ratings of the perceived 
degree of sexual harassment of various combinations of physical behaviors and verbal 
comments. An initial list of behaviors and comments was generated by two subject matter 
experts in sexual harassment and included those adapted from Sheffey and Tindale 
(1992). A questionnaire was developed from all possible combinations of five behaviors 
and five comments. The questionnaire was administered to three professors, 19 graduate 
students, and 15 undergraduate students at a mid-sized southeastern university. The 
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participants were asked to consider each behavior and statement in the context of both a 
work office and an off-site business party. In each context, participants were asked to rate 
the degree to which they felt each item was sexual harassment on a scale ranging from (1) 
definitely not sexual harassment to (5) definitely sexual harassment (see Appendix B). 
The mean ratings and standard deviations for the items may be found in Appendix C. 
Demographic information, including gender, age, and ethnicity, was also collected. The 
participants were 17 males (45.9%) and 20 females (54.1%) ranging in age from 20 to 62 
years with a mean age of 25.5 years. Of these participants, 89.2% reported they were 
Caucasian, and 10.8% reported they were African-American. 
Based on the findings of the stimulus-centered rating study, a behavior and 
comment rated closest to the midrange of the scale were selected for the scenarios. Four 
scenarios were created that included the selected comment (i.e., "Your ass sure looks 
good in that dress") and selected behavior (i.e., placed his hand on her shoulder). This 
comment and behavior represented those of high ambiguity and which were most likely 
to result in variability in participants' response. 
Materials 
Informed Consent. The informed consent document identified the nature and 
purpose of the project, explained the procedures, addressed potential discomfort and risks 
as well as benefits of participation, and addressed the issues of confidentiality and the 
participant's right to withdraw from the study. Participants were asked to read and sign 
the informed consent document (see Appendix D). 
Biographical Data. Participants completed biographical items that asked them to 
indicate the following information: (a) gender, (b) race, (c) age, (d) extent to which 
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his/her work or school environment is sexually harassing, (e) whether or not he/she has 
ever been the victim of sexual harassment, and (f) whether or not he/she has ever 
experienced negative consequences of sexual harassment (see Appendix E). 
Scenarios. The independent variables, victim intoxication (visibly intoxicated, 
sober) and perpetrator intoxication (visibly intoxicated, sober) were manipulated in four 
scenarios adapted from a scenario used in Johnson, Benson, Teasdale, and Reed (1997). 
An additional scenario containing no information regarding the independent variables 
served as a control scenario. The scenarios depicted a court case in which a woman filed 
a sexual harassment lawsuit as a result of an incident at an annual company party. The 
information provided participants was similar to that which would be presented to jury 
members (see Appendix F). 
Manipulation Check. After reading a scenario, each participant completed a five-
point semantic differential scale. This scale contained items that served as a manipulation 
check by measuring the participants' understanding of the independent variables depicted 
in the sexual harassment scenario (see Appendix G). Based on the participants' responses 
to the manipulation check, this researcher was able to determine which participants were 
able to correctly identify the intoxication levels of the perpetrator and victim. Data from 
participants who correctly reported the independent variable information were retained 
for analysis. Each of the five scenarios was randomly assigned to participants until there 
were 20 participants (10 males and 10 females) in each cell for a total of 100 participants 
who correctly answered the manipulation check. 
Dependent Measure. After reading one of the five scenarios, participants were 
asked to indicate whether or not (yes/no) they believed the situation described in the 
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scenario constituted hostile environment sexual harassment. Participants were also asked 
to indicate their confidence in their decision on a five-point scale. Then participants 
answered five yes/no items pertaining to the scenario based on the EEOC definition for 
determining hostile work environment sexual harassment. These questions were taken 
from Arnold's (2000) research. The five yes/no questions were representative of the 
process a juror should follow when deciding the guilt or innocence of a defendant in an 
actual court case. Participants were then asked to rate their confidence level to each of the 
five yes/no questions on a five-point scale (see Appendix G). Means and standard 
deviations for these items may be found in Appendix H. In addition, after participants 
were asked to indicate whether or not the situation constituted hostile environment sexual 
harassment, each participant was asked to list what scenario details led to that decision 
(see Appendix I). 
Procedure 
When participants arrived at the testing room they were provided an overview of 
the research being conducted. Then, each participant received a folder containing an 
informed consent document, biographical items, a scenario, and the dependent measure. 
Participants were asked to read, sign, and return the voluntary consent form. Next, 
participants were asked to complete the biographical items and to return the completed 
form to their folders. After all participants completed the biographical items, the 
researcher provided the participants with a brief presentation of both the EEOC and legal 
definitions of sexual harassment. The presentation also explained the two forms of sexual 
harassment, quid pro quo and hostile work environment. In addition, the presentation 
included the three key features that must be present for the behavior to constitute sexual 
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harassment (see Appendix J). Next, participants removed a scenario from their folders. 
Each participant received one of the five randomly assigned versions of the court case. 
After reading the scenario, participants completed the manipulation check items and 
dependent measures. Participants returned the scenario, manipulation check items, and 
the dependent measure to their folders. Participants were provided with an opportunity to 
ask questions and were thanked for their participation before being dismissed. The 
researcher collected the participants' folders as they left the testing room. 
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Results 
A 2 (victim intoxication: visibly intoxicated, sober) x 2 (perpetrator intoxication: 
visibly intoxicated, sober) x 2 (gender of respondent) factorial design was used. In 
addition, data were collected from a fifth group of participants, who received no 
information regarding the sobriety of either the victim or perpetrator. The data from this 
control group was not utilized in the primary analyses. 
Participant data were investigated to determine correct responses to the 
manipulation check items. Only those participants who correctly identified the 
intoxication status of the victim and perpetrator were used in subsequent analyses. 
A total of 14 participants failed the manipulation check. Of those participants, 
64.3% were female and 35.7% were male. In addition, 10 participants reported being 
Caucasian, three participants reported being African-American, and one participant did 
not list his/her race. The mean age of these participants was 21.0 years (SD = 2.7). Thus, 
a slightly higher percentage of females than males failed the manipulation check and 
three of the seven African-American participants failed. The frequencies of assignment of 
those failing to Scenarios A (perpetrator sober, victim intoxicated), B (perpetrator 
intoxicated, victim sober), C (perpetrator intoxicated, victim intoxicated), and D 
(perpetrator sober, victim sober) were four, six, two, and two, respectively. 
A 2 (victim intoxication) x 2 (perpetrator intoxication) x 2 (gender of respondent) 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 (see Table 1). A 
continuous dependent variable was created by combining the participant's determination 
of hostile environment sexual harassment and the participant's confidence in his/her 
determination. This variable was computed by multiplying the "yes/no" (i.e., 1/-1) 
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Table 1. 
Analysis of Variance of the Continuous Dependent Measure of Perceiving Sexual 
Harassment 
Source df F Eta squared P 
Gender(G) 1 0.20 .00 .66 
Victim intoxication (VI) 1 5.36 .56 .02* 
Perpetrator intoxication (PI) 1 0.35 .01 .56 
G X VI 1 0.43 .00 .51 
G X P I 1 1.63 .02 .21 
V I X P I 1 3.34 .04 .07 
G X VI X PI 1 0.43 .01 .51 
Error 72 (10.48) 
Note. Value enclosed in parentheses represents mean square error. 
*p <05. 
response by the confidence rating for that response (i.e., 1 to 5), thus creating a variable 
that ranged from -5 to 5. Means and standard deviations of the continuous dependent 
variable may be found in Appendix K. This continuous variable was used as the 
dependent variable in the ANOVA. Hypothesis 1 predicted a gender difference in 
perceptions of sexual harassment. The ANOVA indicated that no significant difference 
existed, F { 1,72) = .20, n.s. A cross-tabulation of gender and determination of sexual 
harassment indicated that 57.5% of females perceived the incident to constitute hostile 
environment sexual harassment compared to 52.5% of males. Thus, the results of these 
analyses failed to support Hypothesis 1. 
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Hypothesis 2 predicted a difference in perceptions based on the perpetrator's 
intoxication status. The ANOVA results indicated no significant main effect for 
perpetrator intoxication, F (1,72) = .35, n.s. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. 
Hypothesis 3 predicted differences in perceptions of sexual harassment based on 
the victim's intoxication status. The ANOVA results indicated a significant main effect 
for victim intoxication, F (1, 72) = 5.36, p = .02. Participants in the victim intoxicated 
conditions (M= -.25, SD = 3.33) were less likely than participants in the victim sober 
conditions to perceive the incident as constituting hostile environment sexual harassment 
(M= 1.43, SD = 3.15). Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was supported. The interactions between 
gender and victim intoxication, victim intoxication and perpetrator intoxication, and 
gender and victim intoxication and perpetrator intoxication failed to reach significance. 
However, the interaction between perpetrator and victim intoxication approached 
significance, F ( l , 80) = 3.35, p= .07. 
Additional Analysis 
Participants in the control condition received no information regarding victim 
intoxication or perpetrator intoxication. A planned comparison between the control group 
(i.e., no intoxication information) and the experimental groups (i.e., victim and/or 
perpetrator intoxication) indicated no difference in the continuous dependent variable, 
F (1,90) = .03, n.s. 
A oneway ANOVA (gender) was conducted on the continuous dependent variable 
for participants in the control group to further investigate a potential gender effect. The 
results indicated a significant difference, F ( 1,19) = 5.12, p = .04 (see Table 2). Females 
(M= 2.00, SD = 2.00) were significantly more likely than males (M= -1.10, SD = 3.84) 
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to perceive the incident as constituting hostile environment sexual harassment. Thus, this 
analysis provided partial support for Hypothesis 1. 
Table 2. 
Analysis of Variance of the Continuous Dependent Variable of Perceiving Sexual 
Harassment for Participants in the Control Condition 
Source df F Eta squared p 
Between groups 1 5.12 .22 .04* 
Error 18 (9.38) 
Note. Value in parentheses represents mean square error. 
*p <.05. 
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Discussion 
Hypothesis 1, which predicted a gender difference in perceptions of sexual 
harassment, was not supported by the data from the intoxication scenarios. This finding is 
contrary to previous research which found females have a lower threshold for perceiving 
sexual harassment (Fitzgerald & Omerod, 1991; Harnett, Robinson, & Singh, 1989; 
Popovich, Gehlaur, Jolton, Somers, & Godinho, 1992; Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sackett, 
2001; Workman & Johnson, 1991). One possible explanation for the failure to find a 
gender difference is that participants may have paid less attention to relevant facts of the 
case when presented with information regarding intoxication level. For example, 
participants may have focused on the fact that the perpetrator was sober while ignoring 
the fact that the behavior was unwelcomed. This interpretation may have led participants 
to perceive that sexual harassment had not occurred. Another possible explanation for the 
lack of a significant gender difference is that male college students in this sample may be 
more sensitive to issues relating to sexual harassment than participants utilized in 
previous research. However, this is not likely as the additional analysis conducted on 
control group data revealed a significant gender difference. The suggestion is that gender 
differences are most apparent when information regarding the intoxication levels of 
involved parties is not presented. This finding of a potential moderator of the gender 
difference has implications for a legal system in which sexual harassment lawsuits are 
decided by jury verdict. In such a situation, the gender of the jury members may serve as 
a biasing variable and influence the jury's perception of sexual harassment. When 
intoxication information is not part of the case, female jurors may be more likely to 
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perceive sexual harassment and decide in favor of the plaintiff, whereas male jurors may 
be less likely to perceive sexual harassment and decide in favor of the defendant. 
Hypothesis 2 predicted a difference in perceptions based on the intoxication status 
of the perpetrator. Specifically, participants in the sober perpetrator conditions were 
hypothesized to be more likely to perceive sexual harassment than participants in the 
intoxicated perpetrator conditions. However, there was no difference. The failure to find 
a significant difference in perceptions of sexual harassment based on the intoxication 
status of the perpetrator is inconsistent with previous research involving the discounting 
principle in which participants were likely to attribute the cause of negative behavior to 
situational and behavioral cues (Elkins & Phillips, 1999; Gilbert, as cited in Tesser, 1995; 
Kelley, 1971; Leigh & Aramburu, 1994; McBride, 1998). However, the interaction of 
perpetrator intoxication and victim intoxication approached significance; that is, when the 
victim and perpetrator were intoxicated, participants did not perceive sexual harassment, 
but when the victim was sober and the perpetrator was intoxicated, participants were 
more likely to perceive sexual harassment. The implication for the legal community 
based on the findings of this study is that knowledge of a perpetrator's intoxication status 
at the time of the alleged sexual harassment incident will not influence a jury member's 
perception regarding the occurrence of sexual harassment. This interpretation is fortunate 
because a perpetrator's intoxication status is irrelevant when making a determination of 
whether sexual harassment occurred. 
Hypothesis 3 predicted a difference in perceptions based on the victim's 
intoxication status. Specifically, participants in the sober victim conditions were 
hypothesized to perceive sexual harassment more often than participants in the 
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intoxicated victim conditions. Participants in the victim intoxicated conditions were 
significantly less likely than participants in the victim sober conditions to perceive the 
incident as constituting hostile environment sexual harassment. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was 
supported. This finding is consistent with previous research supporting the Just World 
theory in which the intoxicated victim is thought to be deserving of punishment because 
of her inappropriate behavior (Fitzgerald, 1993; Lerner, 1980; Hammock & Richardson, 
1993; Richardson & Campbell, 1982). The implications for the legal realm are that jury 
members may tend to misperceive the accuracy of sexual harassment claims when 
presented information regarding the victim's intoxication status. Legitimate claims of 
sexual harassment may be disregarded erroneously for intoxicated victims. This 
misperception would be problematic for victims who are entitled to a workplace free of 
sexual harassment, regardless of their intoxication status. 
Written Comments. There are several points of interest relating to the comments 
written by participants indicating those factors that led to their decisions about whether 
sexual harassment occurred. Of 137 comments, 50.4% were used by the participants to 
justify the conclusion that sexual harassment had occurred versus 49.6% used by 
participants to justify sexual harassment had not occurred. Fifteen comments indicated 
that the incident was not sexual harassment because it did not occur in the workplace. 
One possible explanation for this interpretation is that the training program was not 
thorough in its explanation that sexual harassment can occur in any setting. Thirteen 
additional comments indicated that the incident was sexual harassment because the 
behavior and comment were not welcomed by the victim. This interpretation of the 
incident is consistent with the EEOC's definition of sexual harassment, which suggests 
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the training program was effective in relaying this information. Furthermore, 22 
comments related the comment was too mild to constitute sexual harassment or the 
victim overreacted to the situation. This situation can be contrasted to 22 other comments 
that stated the comment was severe enough to constitute sexual harassment. Together 
these comments suggest the attempt to create a scenario that was ambiguous with regard 
to sexual harassment was successful. In the future, multiple scenarios, incorporating 
various behaviors, comments, and information obtained from the written comments, 
should be pilot tested to ascertain which scenario represents the greatest ambiguity. For 
example, data obtained from a sample of participants tested with one scenario, including 
a severe comment that may be perceived as welcome, may be compared to data obtained 
from a second sample of participants tested with a different scenario, including a mild 
comment that may be perceived as unwelcomed. The scenario resulting in greater 
perception of ambiguity could be included in subsequent research. 
Questionnaire Data Analysis. Also of interest are the results of the analysis of the 
questionnaire data. This analysis revealed a slight discrepancy in the reporting and 
labeling of sexual harassment. Participants were asked by two separate items to indicate 
(yes/no) whether the perpetrator's actions constituted hostile work environment sexual 
harassment. Rationally, the responses to these two items should be consistent. However, 
while 56% of participants believed the perpetrator's behavior to be harassing, only 47% 
labeled the incident as hostile work environment sexual harassment. More specifically, 
56 participants responded "yes" to the item "I believe that Bill Roger's behavior was an 
example of sexual harassment." Of those 56 participants, only 42 participants also 
responded "yes" to the question, "Does this constitute hostile work environment sexual 
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harassment?" Thus, even after a training session on sexual harassment, 14 participants 
did not label the behavior as harassment when they believed the behavior to be harassing. 
In the future, comparison of these two items may be used as an additional check on the 
consistency of participants' perceptions. It may be useful to manipulate the use of the 
training session to empirically investigate its impact on accuracy. The data obtained from 
two groups of participants, one receiving training and one not receiving training, could be 
compared to determine if training has a significant impact on the consistency of 
perception to two similar items (i.e., I believe Bill Roger's behavior constitutes sexual 
harassment, and Does this constitute hostile work environment sexual harassment?). If 
accuracy of perception is not increased significantly by a training program, the training 
may need to be modified to increase its utility. 
Limitations. A limitation of this study may be that the mean age of participants 
was 21.6. Thus, the participants may be younger than the typical worker. Older workers 
with more work experience may be better equipped to form opinions regarding 
objectionable workplace behavior. The relatively young participants in this study may be 
somewhat naive and unable to objectively perceive potentially offensive behaviors. 
Consequently, their judgements related to the occurrence of sexual harassment in the 
workplace may not be like those of typical jurors. 
A second limitation may be the particular behaviors chosen for inclusion in the 
scenarios. The behavior and verbal comment items in the stimulus centered rating study 
were rated by participants on a five-point scale ranging from (1) definitely not sexual 
harassment to (5) definitely sexual harassment. A mean rating of 3.0 would have 
indicated the participants perceived the item as ambiguous. However, the item chosen for 
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inclusion in the scenarios had a mean rating of 3.8, indicating participants were more 
inclined to perceive the behavior and comment as sexual harassment than ambiguous. A 
larger pool of stimulus centered rating study items may have resulted in a different item 
having a mean rating closer to 3.0. In addition, it may be the case that the behaviors and 
comments included for rating in the questionnaire were unambiguous. In the future, a 
wider variety of behaviors and/or comments should be included in the questionnaire. 
The dependent measure of this study was participants' responses to the item "I 
believe that Bill Roger's behavior was an example of sexual harassment." This may be 
viewed as a limitation because single-items measures are generally less reliable than 
multiple-item measures. However, all of the 44 individuals who responded "no" to this 
item also responded "no" to the question "Does this constitute hostile work environment 
sexual harassment?" Thus, the general tendency of participants was to be consistent in 
their perceptions of sexual harassment. The suggestion is that the single-item measure 
utilized in this study was at least somewhat reliable. 
Summary. This research study investigated gender differences and the impact of 
victim and perpetrator intoxication on perceptions of sexual harassment. Although there 
were no differences in perception based on gender when intoxication was a factor, female 
participants were more likely than male participants to perceive sexual harassment when 
intoxication status information was not considered. Contrary to previous research on the 
discounting principle, there were no differences in perceptions based on whether the 
perpetrator was intoxicated or sober. Finally, in support of the Just World theory, 
participants perceived sober individuals to be victims more often than intoxicated 
individuals. 
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In conclusion, behavioral science continues to make important contributions to 
the legal system. As shown by these findings, the jury decision in a sexual harassment 
lawsuit is affected by many variables, including the victim's intoxication status. As we in 
behavioral science continue to investigate and gain knowledge concerning the variables 
that bias sexual harassment perceptions, we can continue to provide the legal system with 
insight regarding those variables and the manner in which they may influence the 
outcomes of sexual harassment lawsuits. In addition, this knowledge will be beneficial to 
employers when confronted with allegations of sexual harassment. By examining how 
these factors influence sexual harassment perceptions, we can better train individuals and 
organizations to include relevant factors and disregard irrelevant factors in determinations 
of sexual harassment. 
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APPENDIX A 
Descriptive Statistics for Biographical Items 
Mean Ratings and Standard Deviations 
Biographical Item N Mean Standard 
Rating Deviation 
1. Participant age 109 21.58 4.33 
2. Please indicated the extent to which you 
believe your present work (or school) 
environment is sexually harassing 
(e.g., offensive posters, jokes, sexual 
or behaviors, etc.)? 114 1.39 0.56 
Note. For Item 2, not at all harassing = 1, somewhat harassing = 2, extremely harassing = 
3 
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Frequencies of Biographical Items 
Item Response n 
1. Participant gender Male 55 
Female 59 
2. Participant race Caucasian 100 
African-American 7 
Other 2 
3. Have you ever been employed 
in a business, industry, or 
organizational setting? Yes 103 
No 11 
4. Have you ever experienced 
negative consequences of 
sexual harassment? Yes 17 
Uncertain 16 
No 81 
5. Do you believe you have ever 
been a victim of sexual 
harassment? Yes 25 
Uncertain 12 
No 77 
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APPENDIX A 
Stimulus Centered Rating Study Questionnaire 
Please indicate the following: gender age ethnicity 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine the perceived degree of sexual harassment of various combinations of 
physical behaviors and verbal comments. All behaviors and comments are demonstrated by a male and directed toward a 
female coworker. Assume that all behaviors and statements are uninvited and unwelcome. For each of the following 
statements, please consider the behaviors in two contexts: first in a work office, and second at an off-site business party. Please 
rate the degree to which you feel each behavior is sexual harassment using the following scale: 
(1) definitely not sexual harassment, (3) ambiguous, (5) definitely sexual harassment. 
Item Behavior and Statement Work Office Off-Sit 
Business 
1 pats her buttocks and says, "Your ass sure looks good in that dress." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
2 grabs her buttocks and says nothing 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
3 grabs her buttocks and says, "Why don't we go where we can speak more privately?" 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
4 places his hand on her shoulder and says. "Your ass sure looks good in that dress." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
5 grabs her breast and says, "Your ass sure looks good in that dress." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
6 grabs her breast and says, "I'd like to see your cute ass butt naked in my bed" 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
7 brushes his hand across her breast and says nothing 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
8 brushes his hand across her breast and says, "How would you like to come to my house tonight 
for some wild sex?" 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
9 makes no physical contact and says nothing 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
10 makes no physical contact and says, "You must be working out. Your body looks great." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
11 places his hand on her shoulder and says nothing 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
12 makes no physical contact and says, "I'd like to see your cute ass butt naked in my bed." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
13 grabs her buttocks and says, "How would you like to come to my house tonight for some wild 
sex?" 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
14 grabs her breast and says nothing 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
(1) definitely not sexual harassment, (3) ambiguous, (5) definitely sexual harassment Work Office Off-Sit 
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Business 
15 brushes his hand across her breast and says, "You must be working out. Your body looks great." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
16 grabs her buttocks and says, "I'd like to see your cute ass butt naked in my bed." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
17 pats her buttocks and says nothing 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
18 places his hand on her shoulder and says, "You must be working out. Your body looks great." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
19 makes no physical contact and says, "How would you like to come to my house tonight for some 
wild sex?" 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
20 grabs her breast and says, "Why don't we go where we can speak more privately?" 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
21 places his hand on her shoulder and says, "Why don't we go where we can speak more 
privately?" 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
22 places his hand on her shoulder and says, "How would you like to come to my house tonight for 
some wild sex?" 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
23 pats her buttocks and says, "How would you like to come to my house tonight for some wild 
sex?" 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
24 grabs her buttocks and says, "You must be working out. Your body looks great." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
25 makes no physical contact and says, "Why don't we go where we can speak more privately?" 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
26 grabs her breast and says, "How would you like to come to my house tonight for some wild 
sex?" 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
27 Brushes his hand across her breast and says, "I'd like to see your cute ass butt naked in my bed." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
28 grabs her buttocks and says, "Your ass sure looks good in that dress." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
29 places his hand on her shoulder and says, "I'd like to see your cute ass butt naked in my bed." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
30 grabs her breast and says, "You must be working out. Your body looks great." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
31 pats her buttocks and says, "You must be working out. Your body looks great." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
32 pats her buttocks and says, "Why don't we go where we can speak more privately?" 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
33 makes no physical contact and says, "Your ass sure looks good in that dress." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
34 pats her buttocks and says, "I'd like to see your cute ass butt naked in my bed." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
35 brushes his hand across her breast and says, "Why don't we go where we can speak more 
privately?" 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
36 brushes his hand across her breast and says, "I'd like to see your cute ass butt naked in my bed." 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
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APPENDIX A 
Descriptive Statistics for Stimulus Centered Rating Study Items 
Item N Mean Rating Standard Deviation 
1 36 4.44 0.81 
2 37 4.16 0.87 
3 37 4.49 0.61 
4 36 3.75 1.02 
5 36 4.72 0.51 
6 37 4.92 0.28 
7 37 3.70 1.08 
8 37 4.46 0.90 
9 37 1.05 0.23 
10 37 1.92 0.86 
11 35 1.49 0.82 
12 37 4.14 0.86 
13 37 4.76 0.49 
14 37 4.57 0.83 
15 37 4.35 0.82 
16 37 4.78 0.48 
17 37 3.92 0.92 
18 37 2.38 1.01 
19 37 4.14 0.89 
20 37 4.65 0.54 
Item N Mean Rating 
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Standard Deviation 
21 37 2.24 0.95 
22 37 4.30 0.85 
23 37 4.73 0.51 
24 37 4.54 0.69 
25 37 1.73 1.02 
26 37 4.84 0.37 
27 37 4.76 0.49 
28 37 4.65 0.72 
29 37 4.54 0.69 
30 37 4.76 0.55 
31 37 4.30 0.88 
32 37 4.16 0.83 
33 37 3.73 1.22 
34 37 4.70 0.57 
35 37 4.35 0.82 
36 36 4.78 0.42 
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APPENDIX D 
Informed consent document 
Project Title: Impact of Perpetrator and Victim Intoxication on Perceptions of Sexual 
Harassment 
Investigator: Jewel A. Mack, Psychology Department - 745-6929; Dr. Betsy Shoenfelt, 
Psychology Department - 745-4418; Dr. Phil Myers, HSRB Coordinator, 745-4652 
project approved 11/6/01 
You are being asked to participate in a project conducted through Western Kentucky 
University. The University requires that you give your signed agreement to participate in 
this project. The investigator will explain to you in detail the purpose of the project, the 
procedures to be used, and the potential benefits and possible risks of participation. You 
may ask him/her any questions you have to help you understand the project. A basic 
explanation of the project is written below. Please read this explanation and discuss with 
the researcher any questions you may have. If you then decide to participate in the 
project, please sign this form in the presence of the person who explained the project to 
you. 
1. Nature and Purpose of the Project: to study jury decisions about sexual 
harassment. 
2. Explanation of Procedures: you will receive instruction on how courts decide 
cases of sexual harassment. You will then fill out a background questionnaire. 
You will then read a scenario depicting a court case and answer questions as 
though you are a member of a jury. 
3. Discomfort and Risks: no anticipated risks or discomfort are expected from 
participating in this study. 
4. Benefits: you will receive the satisfaction that comes from contributing to human 
behavior research. You may also learn about legal aspects of sexual harassment. 
5. Confidentiality: Absolute anonymity is guaranteed. No identifying information 
(name, social security number, etc.) will ever be linked to the questionnaires you 
are filling out. 
6. Refusal/Withdrawal: you are free to withdraw from this study at any time with 
no penalty to you at all. 
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Refusal to participate in this study will have no effect on any future services you may be 
entitled to from the University. Anyone who agrees to participate in this study is free to 
withdraw from the study at any time with no penalty. I understand also that it is not 
possible to identify all potential risks in an experimental procedure, and I believe that 
reasonable safeguards have been taken to minimize both the known and potential but 
unknown risks. 
Signature of Participant Date 
Witness Date 
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APPENDIX A 
Background Information 
Please do NOT put your name on this sheet. 
Gender: Male Female Race: Age: 
(circle one) 
1. Have you ever been employed in a business, industry, or any organizational 
setting? 
1 2 
No Yes 
2. Please indicate the extent to which you believe your present work (or school) 
environment is sexually harassing (e.g. offensive posters, jokes, sexual remarks or 
behaviors, etc.): 
1 2 3 
Not at all harassing Somewhat harassing Extremely harassing 
3. Have you ever experienced negative consequences of sexual harassment? 
1 2 3 
No Uncertain Yes 
4. Do you believe you have ever been a victim of sexual harassment? 
1 2 3 
No Uncertain Yes 
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5. If you answered yes to the previous question, indicate by circling yes or no with 
regard to any of the following behavior(s) that accurately represent your 
experience: 
Letters/call from supervisor Yes No 
Letters/call from co-worker Yes No 
Touching by supervisor Yes No 
Touching by co-worker Yes No 
Suggestive looks by supervisor Yes No 
Suggestive looks by co-worker Yes No 
Pressure for dates from supervisor Yes No 
Pressure for dates from co-worker Yes No 
Sexual remarks by supervisor Yes No 
Sexual remarks by co-worker Yes No 
Suggestive posters, pictures, etc. Yes No 
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APPENDIX A 
Scenarios 
Case A : Victim Intoxicated, Perpetrator Sober 
On November 17th, 1999, Sara Phillips entered Adept Corporation seeking employment. 
The receptionist gave her an application that she completed and returned. The next day, 
the human resources manager contacted Sara to inform her that she had been hired as a 
member of the finance department. On December 21st, 2000, Sara attended the 
company's annual holiday party. Also at the party was another member of the finance 
department, Bill Rogers. Sara and Bill had a satisfactory professional relationship, but 
were not close on a personal level. Sara had several glasses of wine and was intoxicated. 
Bill was standing at the bar waiting to buy his first drink. As Sara approached the bar to 
obtain another glass of wine, she slipped and almost fell on Bill. Sara stated that she did 
not realize she was so intoxicated. Bill and Sara became involved in a conversation. 
Eventually Bill placed his hand on Sara's shoulder and said, "Your ass sure looks good in 
that dress." Sara immediately moved away from Bill and soon left the party. On 
December 22nd, 2000, Sara brought action against Bill and Adept Corporation. Sara 
asserted that she had been sexually harassed by Bill which violated Title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. Bill denied the allegations. 
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Case B : Perpetrator Intoxicated, Victim Sober 
th 
On November 17 , 1999, Sara Phillips entered Adept Corporation seeking employment. 
The receptionist gave her an application that she completed and returned. The next day, 
the human resources manager contacted Sara to inform her that she had been hired as a 
member of the finance department. On December 21st, 2000, Sara attended the 
company's annual holiday party. Also at the party was another member of the finance 
department, Bill Rogers. Sara and Bill had a satisfactory professional relationship, but 
were not close on a personal level. Bill had several glasses of wine and was intoxicated. 
Bill was standing at the bar waiting to buy his next drink. As Sara approached the bar to 
obtain her first glass of wine, Bill slipped and almost fell on Sara. Bill stated that he did 
not realize he was so intoxicated. Bill and Sara became involved in a conversation. 
Eventually Bill placed his hand on Sara's shoulder and said, "Your ass sure looks good in 
that dress." Sara immediately moved away from Bill and soon left the party. On 
December 22nd, 2000, Sara brought action against Bill and Adept Corporation. Sara 
asserted that she had been sexually harassed by Bill which violated Title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. Bill denied the allegations 
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Case C : Perpetrator Intoxicated, Victim Intoxicated 
th 
On November 17 , 1999, Sara Phillips entered Adept Corporation seeking employment. 
The receptionist gave her an application that she completed and returned. The next day, 
the human resources manager contacted Sara to inform her that she had been hired as a 
member of the finance department. On December 21st, 2000, Sara attended the 
company's annual holiday party. Also at the party was another member of the finance 
department, Bill Rogers. Sara and Bill had a satisfactory professional relationship, but 
were not close on a personal level. Both Bill and Sara had several glasses of wine and 
were intoxicated. Bill was standing at the bar waiting to buy his next drink. As Sara 
approached the bar to obtain another glass of wine, she slipped and almost fell on Bill. 
Sara stated that she did not realize she was so intoxicated. Bill and Sara became involved 
in a conversation. Eventually Bill placed his hand on Sara's shoulder and said, "Your ass 
sure looks good in that dress." Sara immediately moved away from Bill and soon left the 
party. On December 22nd, 2000, Sara brought action against Bill and Adept Corporation. 
Sara asserted that she had been sexually harassed by Bill which violated Title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964. Bill denied the allegations. 
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Case D : Perpetrator Sober, Victim Sober 
On November 17th, 1999, Sara Phillips entered Adept Corporation seeking employment. 
The receptionist gave her an application that she completed and returned. The next day, 
the human resources manager contacted Sara to inform her that she had been hired as a 
member of the finance department. On December 21st, 2000, Sara attended the 
company's annual holiday party. Also at the party was another member of the finance 
department, Bill Rogers. Sara and Bill had a satisfactory professional relationship, but 
were not close on a personal level. Neither Sara nor Bill had consumed any alcoholic 
beverages. Bill was standing at the bar waiting to obtain his first drink of the night when 
Sara approached the bar, also to obtain her first drink. Sara slipped and almost fell on 
Bill. Bill and Sara became involved in a conversation. Eventually Bill placed his hand on 
Sara's shoulder and said, "Your ass sure looks good in that dress." Sara immediately 
moved away from Bill and soon left the party. On December 22nd, 2000, Sara brought 
action against Bill and Adept Corporation. Sara asserted that she had been sexually 
harassed by Bill which violated Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Bill denied the 
allegations. 
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Case E : Control (intoxication information omitted) 
On November 17th, 1999, Sara Phillips entered Adept Corporation seeking employment. 
The receptionist gave her an application that she completed and returned. The next day, 
the human resources manager contacted Sara to inform her that she had been hired as a 
member of the finance department. On December 21st, 2000, Sara attended the 
company's annual holiday party. Also at the party was another member of the finance 
department, Bill Rogers. Sara and Bill had a satisfactory professional relationship, but 
were not close on a personal level. Bill was standing at the bar when Sara approached the 
bar. Sara slipped and almost fell on Bill. Bill and Sara became involved in a conversation. 
Eventually Bill placed his hand on Sara's shoulder and said, "Your ass sure looks good in 
that dress." Sara immediately moved away from Bill and soon left the party. On 
December 22nd, 2000, Sara brought action against Bill and Adept Corporation. Sara 
asserted that she had been sexually harassed by Bill which violated Title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. Bill denied the allegations. 
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APPENDIX A 
Dependent Measure and Manipulation Check 
Now answer the following questions based on the scenario you just read. 
Part A 
For each word pair, circle the number that you feel describes Sara Phillips: 
Competent 1 2 3 4 5 Incompetent 
Employed 1 2 3 4 5 Unemployed 
Angry 1 2 3 4 5 Not Angry 
Intoxicated 1 2 3 4 5 Sober 
Honest 1 2 3 4 5 Dishonest 
Part B 
For each word pair, circle the number that you feel describes Bill Rogers: 
Competent 1 2 3 4 5 Incompetent 
Employed 1 2 3 4 5 Unemployed 
Angry 1 2 3 4 5 Not Angry 
Intoxicated 1 2 3 4 5 Sober 
Honest 1 2 3 4 5 Dishonest 
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PartC 
Please indicate your response to the following statement by circling Yes or No 
I believe that Bill Roger's behavior was an example of sexual harassment. 
Yes No 
Part D 
Use the following scale to answer the next 
question: How confident are you in your 
answer to Part C? 
RESPONSE SCALE: (circle one) 
A B C D E 
Not at all Somewhat Confident Very Completely 
Confident Confident Confident Confident 
PartE 
Please use this space to list what factors led to your decision in Part C: 
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Part F 
Now answer the following questions based on the scenario you just read for determining hostile 
work environment sexual harassment. Respond as though you are serving as a juror and have just 
heard these facts presented in court. 
Circle Yes or No on the odd-numbered questions, (questions 1,3,5,7,9) 
Use the following scale to answer all even-numbered questions: (questions 2,4,6,8,10) 
RESPONSE SCALE: 
A B C D E 
Not at all Somewhat Confident Very Completely 
confident confident confident confident 
1. .Does this have the effect of 
unreasonably interfering with Sara's 
Yes No work performance? 
2. How confident are you in the accuracy 
A B C D E of your above answer? (That is , that it 
did/did not unreasonably interfere with 
the individual's work performance) 
Yes No 3. Does the incident described create an 
intimidating environment? 
A B C D E 4. How confident are you in the accuracy 
of your above answer? (That is, that it 
did/did not create an intimidating 
environment) 
Yes No 5. Does the incident described create a 
hostile environment? 
A B C D E 6. How confident are you in the accuracy 
of your above answer? (That is, that it 
did/did not create a hostile 
environment) 
7. Does the incident described create an 
Yes No offensive environment? 
8. How confident are you in the accuracy 
A B C D E of your above answer? (That is, that it 
did/did not create an offensive 
environment) 
9. Does this constitute hostile work 
Yes No environment sexual harassment? 
A B C D E 
10. How confident are you in the accuracy 
of your above answer? 
APPENDIX K 
Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Measure Items 
Means and Standard Deviations 
Item N Mean Standard 
Rating Deviation 
1. How confident are you in the accuracy of 
your answer to the item "I believe Bill 
Roger's behavior was an example of sexual 
harassment?" 109 3.17 1.02 
2. How confident are you in the accuracy of 
your answer to the question "Does this 
have the effect of unreasonably interfering 
with Sara's work performance ?" 113 3.34 1.01 
3. How confident are you in the accuracy of 
your answer to the question "Does the incident 
described create an intimidating 
environment?" 114 3.42 1.17 
4. How confident are you in the accuracy of 
your answer to the question "Does the incident 
described create a hostile environment?" 114 3.38 1.08 
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Item N Mean Standard 
Rating Deviation 
5. How confident are you in the accuracy 
of your answer to the question "Does the 
incident described create an offensive 
environment?" 114 3.49 1.13 
6. How confident are you in the accuracy of 
your answer to the question "Does this 
constitute hostile work environment 
sexual harassment?" 113 3.38 1.08 
Note. Ratings were made on a five-point scale (1 = not at all confident to 5 = extremely 
confident). 
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Frequencies 
Item Response N 
1.1 believe that Bill Roger's behavior was 
an example of sexual harassment. yes 69 
no 44 
2. Does this have the effect of unreasonably 
interfering with Sara's work performance? yes 71 
no 43 
3. Does the incident described create an 
intimidating environment? yes 72 
no 42 
4. Does the incident described create a 
hostile environment? yes 53 
no 61 
5. Does the incident described create an 
offensive environment? yes 83 
no 31 
6. Does this constitute hostile work 
environment sexual harassment? yes 56 
no 57 
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APPENDIX K 
Summary of Written Comments Resulting in Perceptions 
that Sexual Harassment Did or Did Not Occur 
Category Did Occur Did Not Occur 
1. Incident was unwelcome and/or unsolicited 13 1 
2. Incident occurred at a work event 7 1 
3. Incident occurred outside the workplace 2 13 
4. Sara's response to the incident 7 1 
5. Incident was an isolated event 1 8 
6. Sara overreacted and/or misunderstood 
Bill's intention 2 11 
7. Severity of Bill's comment 22 1 
8. Severity of Bill's behavior 7 0 
9. Mildness of Bill's comment 0 10 
10. Mildness of Bill's behavior 0 5 
11. Bill's intoxicated condition 2 5 
12. Bill's sober condition 1 0 
13. Sara's intoxicated condition 3 1 
14. Both Bill and Sara sober 1 0 
15. Both Bill and Sara intoxicated 1 10 
16. Anticipated negative impact on 
Sara's working conditions 3 2 
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APPENDIX K 
Script for Running Subjects 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in our research study. The research in which you 
are participating in today is studying court decisions about sexual harassment. In 
particular, we are looking at how individuals serving on a jury make decisions about the 
facts in a case to determine whether or not sexual harassment has occurred. We will first 
provide a brief training session in how sexual harassment is defined legally by both the 
courts and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). The EEOC is the 
official body that provides guidelines to businesses and organizations on how to comply 
with the laws concerning fair employment practices, such as providing a workplace that 
is free of sexual harassment 
After the brief training session, you will be asked to assume the role of an individual 
serving as a juror on a sexual harassment case. After you have read the case, you will be 
asked to make a number of judgments about that case. You will be given specific 
questions to answer. This case is based on a situation that has been used in previous 
research and may contain some passages that contain what some may find to be offensive 
language. If you believe you may be offended and prefer not to participate in the study, 
you may withdraw from the study at any time. 
Now I will distribute packets containing the materials you will need to participate in this 
research study, (distribute packets) Please do not remove any materials from your 
packet until you are instructed to do so. At this time, please remove the "Informed 
Consent Document" from your packet. Please read and sign this form, (pause) After 
signing the "Informed Consent Document", please pass this sheet to the front. Please 
remove the "Background Information" sheet from your packet. Please do not write your 
name on this sheet. This sheet will be asking for demographic information such as your 
age, gender, and race. We are asking for this information so that we can see if, for 
example, males and females or older versus younger individuals view situations 
differently. You will not be identified by name at any time in this study. After completing 
the "Background Information" sheet, please place it back inside the envelope, (pause) 
Since our training program is brief, it may not answer all of the questions you have about 
sexual harassment. The training will, however, focus on the key points you will need to 
know if you were a juror serving in a sexual harassment trial. After we have finished the 
research session, I can answer other questions you may have about sexual harassment and 
we can direct you to other resources on campus that can also answer any further 
questions you may have. 
Are there any questions at this time? 
Now we will begin our training session on Sexual Harassment. If you would like to do so, 
you may take notes. 
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WHAT IS SEXUAL HARASSMENT? 
Sexual harassment is a violation of Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, as amended in 
1972, and the 1991 Civil Rights Act. According to the definition contained in the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) guidelines: 
Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and other verbal or 
physical conduct of a sexual nature constitutes sexual harassment when submission to 
such conduct is made either explicitly or implicitly a term or condition of an individual's 
employment such that: 
1. submission to or rejection of such conduct by an individual is used as the basis 
for employment decisions affecting that individual (quid pro quo harassment); 
2. such conduct has the purpose or effect of unreasonably interfering with an 
individual's work performance or creating an intimidating, hostile, or 
offensive working environment (hostile environment). 
The line between the two types of sexual harassment is not always clear and the two 
forms often occur together. 
Sexual harassment most often occurs in situations where one person has power over 
another, but it can also occur between persons of the same status. Both men and women 
can be sexually harassed, although women are most often victimized. 
In both types of sexual harassment, there are three key features that must be present for 
the behavior to constituted sexual harassment: 
1. The behavior must be unwelcome. Sexual conduct is unlawful only when it is 
unwelcome. By unwelcome the law means that (a) the employee did not 
solicit the behavior, and (b) the employee regarded the conduct as undesirable 
and offensive. 
Sexual harassment is "unwelcome... verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature. 
Because sexual attraction may play a role in the day-to-day social exchange between 
employees, the distinction between invited, uninvited-but-welcome, offensive-but-
tolerated, and flatly rejected sexual advances may be difficult to discern. However, this 
distinction is essential because sexual conduct becomes unlawful only when it is 
unwelcome. 
The Supreme Court has stated that the proper inquiry focuses on the "welcomeness" of 
the conduct rather than the "voluntariness" of the victim's participation, (i.e. Did the 
employee by his/her conduct indicated that the alleged sexual advances were unwelcome, 
not whether his/her actual participation was voluntary) Giving in to sexual conduct in the 
workplace may not mean that the individual welcomes the conduct. 
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2. The behavior must be sexual in nature. This may at times be difficult to 
determine. However, these questions may provide some guidance. 
Would most people consider the behavior sexual in a similar environment under 
similar circumstances? 
Does the individual conduct the same behavior in the same way to members of the 
opposite sex? If the answer is no, his/her behavior may constitute sexual 
harassment. 
3. The conduct must be a term or condition of employment. This would include: 
• If the behavior is a "requirement" of the job 
• If, in order to appropriately perform his/her job, the individual must 
work near or with the person performing the offensive behavior 
• If, in order to appropriately perform his/her job, the individual must 
work in a place where the offensive conduct is present 
The basic point to remember is that sexual harassment is unwelcome, unsolicited, or 
undesired attention of a sexual nature. It should be remembered that "unwelcome" is 
determined by the person at whom the behavior is directed and/or by third parties- not by 
one's intent. 
Our research today is focusing on perceptions of sexual harassment. You will now 
evaluate a summary of an incident of alleged sexual harassment. At this time, please 
remove the incident summary and the two pages of questions from your envelope. Please 
carefully read the facts of the incident, and then answer the questions following the case. 
When you have finished, please place all the materials back in the envelope and return 
the envelope to me. What questions do you have at this time? (pause) You may begin. 
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APPENDIX K 
Descriptive Statistics for the Continuous Dependent Variable 
Victim Perpetrator n Mean Standard 
Intoxication Intoxication Rating Deviation 
Status Status 
Male Sober Sober 10 
Female 
Total 
Sober 
Intoxicated 10 
Total 
Intoxicated Sober 
Total 
Sober 
Total 
Sober 
Total 
Intoxicated Sober 
20 
10 
Intoxicated 10 
20 
20 
Intoxicated 20 
40 
10 
Intoxicated 10 
20 
10 
Intoxicated 10 
Total 20 
0.40 
2.60 
1.50 
-0.90 
-0.40 
-0.65 
-0.25 
1.10 
0.43 
0.70 
2.00 
1.35 
1.30 
-1.00 
0.15 
3.53 
2.46 
3.17 
3.48 
3.53 
3.42 
3.48 
3.34 
3.43 
3.56 
2.87 
3.22 
3.13 
3.16 
3.28 
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Victim Perpetrator n Mean Standard 
Intoxication Intoxication Rating Deviation 
Status Status 
Total Sober 20 
Total Sober 
Total 
Intoxicated 20 
Total 
Sober 
Total 
Intoxicated Sober 
Total 
Sober 
40 
20 
Intoxicated 20 
40 
20 
40 
Intoxicated 40 
1.00 
0.50 
0.75 
0.55 
2.30 
1.43 
0.20 
Intoxicated 20 -0.70 
40 -0.25 
Total 80 
0.38 
0.80 
0.59 
3.28 
3.32 
3.26 
3.46 
2.62 
3.15 
3.41 
3.28 
3.33 
3.39 
3.30 
3.33 
Male No No 
information information 10 -1.10 3.84 
Female No No 
information information 10 2.00 2.00 
Total No No 
information information information 20 0.45 3.38 
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